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Abstract  
This paper identifies a key mechanism and its constituent qualities, for facilitating mutual 
understandings of risk. The focus of participatory workshops has expanded towards 
addressing broader questions of strategy, business models and other organizational and 
inter-organisational issues.  To develop effective partnerships across the boundaries 
separating companies, it is necessary for those involved to gain mutual understandings 
despite the challenging paradoxical, abstract and sensitive aspects of discussing risks. 
 
A richer understanding of design facilitation practice is offered through drawing together 
the following experimentation with industrialists in innovation workshops and interactive 
interventions in artistic cultural venues:  1) a large revolving door sculpture – Blender. 2) a 
series of interventions utilising audiovisual transmissions to enable one person to act as a 
proxy for absent others, 4) a table top tool kits for discussing business relationship issues 
and 5) a number of bespoke interactive sculpture-like artifacts for provoking insights 
concerning business dilemmas.  
 
Analysis of the cases reveals an underlying theme of breakdowns or ruptures as central to 
facilitating mutual understandings of risk. Such breakdowns are shown to be made of, and 
valuable due to two main qualities: co-created facilitation and perspective plurality.  
Keywords 
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Challenges of understanding risk 
There are known knowns; there are things we know that we know. There are 
known unknowns; that is to say, there are things that we now know we don't know.  
But there are also unknown unknowns – there are things we do not know we don’t 
know. (Rumsfeld, 2002) 
The former US Defense Secretary's memorable epistemological taxonomy was postulated 
to herald unspecifiable violent threats. However, it also captures aspects of the challenge 
facing Participatory Design (PD) facilitators as their practice expands to include wider 
topics of innovation in broader organisational and inter-organisational contexts. Although 
typically less deadly in outcome than the dilemmas apparently faced by Rumsfeld’s 
administration, the prospect of risk, i.e. "situations in which it is possible but not certain 
that some undesirable situation will occur" (Hansson, 1996:1) is an important, but difficult 
issue for innovators to address. To do something different or new is to risk failure; to stand 
still in a fast changing world carries risks of its own. Risks for innovation are increasing 
due to globalisation, and the fast pace of technological change in an increasingly 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
interconnected world. Collaboration can offer a route to reduce uncertainties, but requires 
a mutual understanding of risk as perceived by all parties involved. Risk, though, is 
difficult to discuss owing to its paradoxical, abstract and fluid nature and the potential 
vulnerability – both commercial and personal – involved in disclosing stances towards 
uncertainties.  
 
These uncertainties concerning undesirables are difficult to address and discuss precisely 
for the same reason that Rumsfeld's formulation was lampooned - they concern a 
paradoxical need to know about not knowing what is not known:  “When there is a risk, 
there must be something that is unknown or has an unknown outcome. Therefore, 
knowledge about risk is knowledge about lack of knowledge”. (Hannson 2012).   
Everyday meaning of risk 
Despite these complications, risk has been hailed by some as vital to the advancement of 
civilisation. Bernstein argues that instruments such as statistical sampling enabled the 
development of institutions and policies that in turn enabled people to improve in an often 
hostile and chaotic world (1996). Today, in industries such as engineering, insurance, and 
food safety, where risk is typically assigned a numerical value, risk’s quality of a 
knowledge lack is not so apparent – formulating a mathematical probability for an 
undesirable outcome does provide at least an approximate knowledge of what is likely to 
happen over time.  
    
However, the concern here is with the less technical meanings of the word ‘risk’. 
Developing new products or services brings something new to the world that has possible 
outcomes far from those reducible to a technical expression of probability that is 
meaningful for those involved. Moreover, the human agency involved is in line with 
Hansson’s emphasis upon particularly important aspects of situations of risk, being that 
“we do not know how future developments will be affected by the choice that we make 
amongst the options that are available to us.” (ibid: 2) 
Risk and design 
A common characterisation of design is “the art of making choices” (Spolsky, 2001:19), 
based upon incomplete information. Design, as Frens & Hengeveld put it, “operates in a 
continuous tension field between the necessity to make design decisions to progress and 
the inherent lack of information to do so.”  (2013:2) Given this, surprisingly little 
connections have been made between the field of design and the literature on risk. Such a 
lack of potentially fruitful overlap was identified by Robert Jerrard (Jerrard et al. 2008). In 
their study of just five small, UK-based creative companies, 70 (seventy) specific risks 
associated with developing new products were reported by interviewees. There were only 
four specific risks relating directly to design. Furthermore, most of the specific risks 
reported were common to less than two of the surveyed companies. Such diversity of 
risks reported from the small sample size suggests that even employees from relatively 
similar companies view risks rather differently. As we shall see, recent developments 
arising from the field of Participatory Design provide additional impetus for further 
exploring the relationship between design and the paradoxical topic of risk. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Paradoxical and abstract challenges for Participatory Design 
Participatory Design's emphasis on mutual learning between users and designers (Bødker 
& Grønbæk, 1991; Béguin, 2003) points to how one strength of the approach has been in 
enabling exchanges of knowledge both explicit and tacit, in terms of bodily skills . By 
contrast, an expansion of Participatory Design (PD) facilitators' practice into the arena of 
fostering business innovation is much less straightforward, epistemologically 
speaking. Exploring risks for innovation appears rather removed from the much less 
abstract, more embodied and situated challenges that PD has developed a great range of 
tools and techniques to address. A recent landmark textbook for PD even positions the 
approach as avoiding “formal models and abstract representations" (Simonsen and 
Robertson, 2012:13) - so embracing paradoxes seems yet further removed.  
 
PD has, however, previously faced challenges concerned with making representations of 
the abstract and arcane. In some respects, this was a major driver of the field from the 
mid 1970s. The difference between the visible manifestation of an innovation and its near 
inevitable risks, can be likened to the challenge that the malleability of computer code 
posed to involving non-computing experts in development of information technologies. As 
Bratteteig et al. put it: "The program does not resemble the final product that users will 
experience." (2012:118) This challenge was a major impetus behind developing 
techniques such as mock-ups (Simonsen and Robertson, 2012:6) and participatory 
prototyping (Bowers and Pycock, 1994). Enabling workers to handle and discuss low-fi 
physical models, such as a simple cardboard box approximation of a computer, provided 
a means for workers with little computing expertise to contribute rich insights towards 
product development processes, and also for the workers to learn more about potential 
capabilities of information technology (Ehn and Kyng, 1991).       
Participatory Innovation 
Building upon the field of Participatory Design, one approach to innovation that appears to 
requiree particular attention to risk is that of Participatory Innovation  (Buur & Matthews, 
2008). As a research field, Participatory Innovation  (PI) strives to bring together a market-
orientated combination of Design Anthropology and Participatory Design (ibid). However, 
as an innovation practice, the most salient aspect of PI is the staging of multi-stakeholder 
workshops that bring representatives of more than one organisation, and usually different 
departments and disciplines from larger organisations, together with customers, users and 
other interested parties   (Buur and Larsen, 2010). Even PI projects with a strongly 
ethnographic component can be seen as gathering material for some form of multi-
stakeholder project workshop (Jaffari, 2012; Boer, 2012). The etymology of stakeholder - 
“one with a stake” – marks vividly how all such participants in a PI project can be seen as 
being defined by what they have to gain or lose through their involvement. One could get 
carried away and also point to how a constellation of people holding sharp pointy stakes 
are all armed, thus given the capability of harming one or more fellow participants – or  
possibly even themselves. Loading such colourful meanings onto and through objects is 
an important quality that Participatory Innovation has drawn from Participatory Design's 
use of props and other "things to think" with (Brandt & Grunnet, 2000).   However, PI can 
be characterised as being distinct from PD through its implicit emphasis on the risks of 
innovation, as opposed to the rewards. Facilitating users in design development can be 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
extremely rewarding in terms of generating proposals for improvements to products, 
services or other aspects of people's lives. The broader approach of PI however also 
considers how the fruits of such creative collaboration can or should be implemented and 
thus has to consider the wider organisational and business landscape, which brings many 
more potentially undesirable uncertainties.  
 
As risk is a fundamental challenge facing, or – even and especially as some might say –
 “driving” innovation, it is important that rich mutual understandings of risks can be 
achieved. Even if the emphasis within PI upon multi-stakeholder collaboration can be 
seen, partially, as an attempt to spread or reduce the risks of innovation, it is necessary 
for participants to be able to articulate, compare, query and even sense their own and 
each other’s perceptions of risk, or in other words, there is a need to "know thy enemy". 
The common enemy amongst different participating stakeholders can be seen by them as 
uncertainty concerning undesirable outcomes, but specific perceptions concerning their 
likelihood and severity are likely to vary greatly from participant to participant, and both 
between and within different forms of collaboration and project direction. 
 
Participatory Innovation requires the coming together of diverse perspectives on risk from 
both experts and non-experts from different organisations and backgrounds. This 
challenge can also be seen as akin to the difficulties of building shared interdisciplinary 
and interorganisational understandings identified much earlier by Lanzara: "Much work of 
the designer is [...] concerned with [...] defining collectively what is the relevant problem, 
how to see it."  (Lanzara, 1983) . Participatory Innovation, by involving more diverse 
stakeholders, increases the likelihood and occurrence of different "frames" concerning 
risk.   
Acknowledging risk is admitting vulnerability 
Risk has been under addressed by facilitators, perhaps partly because discussion of 
undesirable uncertainties in professional contexts can bring both individual and 
organisational vulnerability. Shining a direct spotlight upon what participating 
professionals are uncertain about can undermine their self-worth and projections of 
professionalism that they wish to convey to others. Managers and other professionals are 
loath to admit their levels of ignorance (May, 1998). Sharing a perspective on risk is a 
form of knowledge sharing, albeit of knowledge about a lack of knowledge. How to 
increase knowledge sharing is the subject of much attention in management (Wang and 
Noe, 2010). In an eponymous paper, Riegge (2005) lists “Three-dozen knowledge-sharing 
barriers” to address. Although his concern is with knowledge sharing within organisations, 
nearly all the barriers identified at the individual level are likely to apply to discussing risks 
- particularly a concern for jeopardising personal standings and a fear that others may 
“misuse knowledge”. (Riege, 2005:23) 
 
At an organisational level, sharing detailed perceptions concerning undesirable outcomes 
can be considered commercially sensitive knowledge (although this is more relevant to 
some stakeholders than others). Therefore, there is a need to develop the means to 
discuss risks less directly, in forms which encourage people to open up to others 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
concerning mutual perceptions of risk without self disclosure of precise financial 
projections.   
Dynamics of risk 
A further difficulty in facilitating mutual understanding of risk is its fluid, ever-changing 
nature. Perspectives of risk vary from moment to moment in a single participant, as both 
they and the world change. A collaborative endeavor is particularly dynamic in this regard, 
especially if one accepts the proposition that it is less accurate to use the noun form in 
discussing organisational relationships. According to Stacey's theory of complex process 
of relating, all professional relationships are fluid in nature - it is through unfolding 
collaborative processes of relating that they are formed and maintained (2001). Innovation 
projects involving multiple stakeholders require, and often initiate, such fluidity. This is not 
only amongst participants meeting face-to-face in a workshop but also a vast web of 
dynamic relations with and among colleagues and other stakeholders, and possibly even 
competitors that are not present. 
Trust and Risk 
The dynamics of risk are made harder to untangle by its symbiotic relationship with trust. 
Trust can be characterised as "a risky reliance on another person" (Nickel 2006) and 
mutual trust is very much seen as essential quality for PD encounters (Robertson and 
Wagner 2012) whereas risk is generally not. Boholm and Corvellec argue that people use 
both risk and trust as strategies to cope with worries brought by an unpredictable world as 
both offer means of "managing the uncertainty of the future" (2011). Risk brings a need for 
trust  - this is as true for Participatory Innovation as it is for personal relationships.   
Social interventions and innovation workshop materials 
 
Figure 1. “Blender” in action – a giant revolving door intended as a social catalyst. 
 
Responses to Blender – a large, revolving door-like artifact which appeared to increase 
the physical instability and social fluidity of the cultural venue in which it was installed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(figure 1) are described in (Mitchell 2009).  The emergent properties of this interactive 
installation fostered situations of interdependency and indeterminacy amongst participants, 
many of whom chose to take physical risks for themselves and impose risks upon other 
participants through boisterous behaviour. This hazardous exuberance was but one 
example of how participants appropriated the contraption for playful and communicative 
purposes unforeseen by the author.   
 
In (Mitchell, et al 2011) we present how a situation of high interdependency was 
engendered by deploying audiovisual transmission equipment to allow a human proxy or 
“cyranoid” to relay the words of an absent controller (figure 2).  
 
In (Heinemann et. al 2009) we describe a technique of using a bricolage toolkit to enable 
workshop participants to make a static three-dimensional map of relationships in an 
abstract business landscape or ‘value network’. (Allee 2000). From a provided collection 
of diverse objects, participants choose various items as nodes and connectors to 
represent inter and intra organisational relationships.  Analysis shows how physical 
objects come to be assigned with more abstract labels through processes of proposing, 
negotiating and eventually agreeing or disagreeing on a representation. Paradoxically, the 
moments when participants most risk misunderstanding or even causing offence are 
found to result in more detailed explications, and richer exchanges of perspectives. 
Further analysis in (Buur et. al 2013) demonstrates how the success of this toolkit is 
based on how it encourages participants to explore and exchange perspectives 
concerning business concepts, by providing a common ‘helicopter view’ to participants. 
 
  
Figure 2: Signals are transmitted by the cameras and microphones on the hat of the cyranoid (left 
centre) to allow participants in a  remote “control room” to participate in social occasions via this 
proxy.  
 
In contrast, the different positions in space taken up by participants in an embodied 
business landscape mapping activity leads to experimentation with different roles of, and 
relations, between stakeholders (figure 4). This facilitates new mutual understandings 
with participants having literally different physical viewpoints on representations of 
business landscape (Buur et al. 2013) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3: Industrials share a joke whilst making a tangible map of organisational relations. 
 
 
 
Figure 4: Workshop participants act out spatial relations of the different actors in and 
around an online booking system 
 
In (Mitchell et al. 2013) we argue that unpredictable physical materials are particularly 
suitable for fostering a hard to grasp, abstract aspect of innovation related risks - the 
‘if/then causalities’ of business. Surprise and uncertainty evoked by the use of what we 
term ‘kinetic materials’ in workshops are shown to facilitate fresh exchanges of 
perspectives which appear particularly suitable in relation to the fluid and unstable nature 
of business collaborations.  The most influential example of a kinetic tool kit is our pinball 
ramp which provokes discussion of how different actions may influence customers' 
choices (figure 5).  Marbles rolling down a ramp represents customers. They ricochet off 
adjustable obstacles on their route towards different receptacles representing e.g. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
customers that buy and customers that don't.  The set allows participants to quickly 
evaluate different strategies and it sparks animated discussions, thanks to the partly 
unpredictable behavior of the rolling marbles (Mitchell & Buur 2010).  
 
 
Figure 5. Pinball business – an example of an unpredictable workshop material 
 
Welcoming Breakdowns 
Based upon a cross comparison of the workshop cases with the social contraptions, we 
show below that various forms of ‘breakdown’ are central to facilitating shared 
understandings of risk. The underlying influence of breakdown or ruptures in the 
alignment between participants found in the empirical material is in line with many other 
design research approaches.  However, this paper identifies a particularly valuable set of 
qualities, namely: active breakdowns, co-created experiences and plurality of perspectives. 
These qualities are valuable both as possible tactics for provoking breakdowns, but they 
also each bring other benefits for facilitating shared understandings of risk.  
Breakdowns in Alignment 
From one perspective, the examined activities can all be seen as concerned with 
attempting to create alignment between participants, whether this be synchronising their 
movements in space as with the physical Blender, synchronising conversational channels, 
as with the cyranoids or aligning understandings of innovation landscapes and business 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
dilemmas in the workshop activities.  However, closer inspection reveals that breakdowns 
in alignment create fertile conditions for shared sense-making and co-creation concerning 
risk.     
 
These ruptures occur in a wide variety of forms and degrees of severity, The most explicit 
examples being with the kinetic materials since we argue that ‘Oops! moments’ lead to 
new concepts and stronger shared experiences. In the table top mapping innovation 
workshops analysis, we showed disalignment leads to richer discussions: participants only 
take the time to explicate to each other what a particular object might communicate in 
situations when there is disagreement.  
 
The embodied ‘staging’ of business landscapes show how a breaking of workshop 
participant togetherness through becoming physically isolated within an activity provokes 
reconsideration of a business direction. Deploying Cyranoids was seen to create a 
breakdown in how people consider human agency and identity: the thoughts of one 
person being uttered by another played with the separation of people, minds and bodies. 
 
This quality can be seen as particularly apt for provoking exchange concerning risks, 
because a wish to avoid breakdowns or disruptions of various kinds can be seen as an 
aspect of many risk-related decisions in the world of design and business.  Breakdowns 
are central for facilitating shared understandings of risk because they cause a shift in 
participants' attention – away from the known and towards the uncertain. The common 
experience of uncertainty serves to legitimise risk as a topic given that it provokes or 
highlights aspects of risk that are present in the facilitation situation itself.  
Reflection via breakdowns in design 
Highlighting the pertinence of breakdowns is not novel in itself, but adds to the domain of 
risk, offering confirmation of the value of breakdown situations that have been hailed by a 
number of design related researchers as a means for provoking reflection and discussion. 
For example, Bødker points out how users encountering difficulties with an unfamiliar 
product can lead to the conceptualisation of unconscious task performance details that 
may otherwise be inaccessible to both user and observer (Bødker, 1991: 27). In her 
landmark work on situated action, Suchman also argues that breakdowns have value in 
revealing important aspects of situations that otherwise "often are not articulated, but are 
discoverable only in the breach" (Suchman, 1987: 163). This is echoed by how, in a more 
digital age, the reach of software has stretched so that it is often only noticeable when it 
functions badly (Kitchin 2011). 
 
Important to many Critical Design approaches is creating a rupture of expectations – a 
breakdown of normal patterns of how a product or system is considered (Dunne & Raby, 
2001; Boer, 2012). Examining aesthetics at the larger scale of a city, Kaminska provides a 
novel viewpoint whereby the places that are typically celebrated in urban environments 
should be considered as breakdowns in the continuity of the cityscapes: "consider 
monuments, public squares, or other architectural landmarks as abnormalities, gaps and 
ruptures of coherence (and therefore discontinuities)"  (2008:178). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The ‘Oops! moments’ ruptures in our kinetic material workshops have become, in a sense, 
monumentalised (to a very modest degree) by that paper's highlighting them as the stand-
out, brief seconds of many activities.   The social catalyst effects of the Blender can also 
be considered as abnormalities and ruptures of typical gallery behaviour; in other words, a 
breakdown of the individual inclinations and social norms that inhibit social interaction.   
Breakdowns of and into cooperative actions 
How the workshop and contraptions differ from all the examples in the literature is in how 
they draw particular value from being disruptions of what may broadly be considered 
‘collaborative behaviours’, rather than individual perceptions and conceptions. Thus their 
beneficial effects go beyond the revelations of Suchman, the conceptualisations of Bødker, 
the urban aesthetics of Kaminska and the debates claimed to be provoked by much 
Critical Design. The social contraptions in particular clearly spur the effects of the 
breakdown beyond reflection and into action. For example, art gallery visitors 
encountering the Blender often had their intended movements disrupted by other gallery 
goers who wished to push the revolving door-like artifact in a contrary direction. Such 
breakdowns typically resulted in some very rapid co-operative behaviour. This shows that 
facilitating shared understandings of risk can draw upon not only verbal interactions, but 
full-bodied joint actions.  
Co-created Facilitation 
Another promising quality for facilitating shared understandings of risk is how breakdowns 
in the presented papers often occur in what can be described as participant co-created 
situations. The less control a facilitator exerts (if indeed there is a human facilitator) 
appears to alter the character of breakdowns so that they are more unexpected.   
 
Although not seen as creative output in the traditional sense, the Blender revolving (or not) 
as the result of participant actions means the movement of the sculpture can be seen as 
co-created in that it emerges from the actions and/or active passivity of multiple 
participants. The utterances of the Cyranoids are a provoking form of co-constructed 
dialogue, involving the unusual combination of one persons' words with prosody, body 
language and other nonverbal communication of their proxy. Given the attention that an 
obvious Cyranoid attracts in a group situation, one could argue that, in providing a focal 
point, a Cyranoid is almost akin to being a co-created facilitator. Our analysis of workshop 
tangible mapping activities showed how workshop participants progressively co-construct 
their shared representations of current and possible business landscapes. This is in 
contrast to more kinetic material where the insightful improvised responses to the 
unplanned breakdowns of a shared collaborative creative activity are largely the result of 
an individual participant's wit.  
 
An element of co-creation of the situation is also beneficial, for it distributes responsibility 
for facilitating the sensitive topic.  Here, we view ‘responsibility’ not so much in the sense 
of blame avoidance, even though this is an aspect of risk management strategies worthy 
of special attention in facilitation rather, ‘responsibility’ is viewed in the sense of 
harnessing the attention of participants themselves to their fellow participants' sensitivities 
and vulnerabilities concerning risks.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Within Design Research, one of the most influential proponents of co-creation is Liz 
Sanders. She argues how using tangible design materials helps understanding users 
since these materials allow exploring what participants do, say, and make (2002). 
Comparing the artistic contraptions with the innovation workshop analysis allows for 
proposing an extension to Sanders’ model. Namely that for facilitating shared 
understandings of risk, it is valuable to see what participants make for each other and do 
to each other.   
 
The great utility this has for facilitating shared understandings of risk can be explained 
through reference to Boholm and Corvellec's 'relational theory of risk'  (2011).  They argue 
that risk should be considered as being comprised of three elements: 1) an object 'at risk' 
(by object they mean in the most general sense - material or immaterial, cultural or 
behavioural, someone or something) ; 2) a 'risk object' (again in the most general sense of 
object) that poses a possible harm and; 3) a perceived linkage between these elements. 
Risks then can be considered relationally as:"linking two objects, a risk object and an risk 
object at risk, in a causal and contingent way so that the risk object is considered, in some 
way and under certain circumstances, to threaten the valued object at risk"  (ibid: 176).   
This explication of risk as a network of relations shows how “any single phenomenon can 
simultaneously be regarded as a risk object, as an object at risk, or as having nothing to 
do with risk, by observers operating under different assumptions"  (ibid: 181-2).  
 
A workshop situation where roles and influences are blurred can bring home to 
participants how, on various levels, they can all potentially regard themselves and every 
fellow participant as both at risk from, and posing risks to one and all. On the individual 
level, every participant may potentially pose some form of modestly scaled social, 
emotional or reputational risk to one another; participants and their actions can all 
themselves be viewed as being at risk, risk objects or unconnected to risk. This has useful 
parallels with the different perceptions present when diverse stakeholders come together 
in Participatory Innovation workshops.  
 
Co-created facilitation experiences have value also in that they can provoke participants 
to act and view from a plurality of perspectives, as in rotating roles between facilitator and 
facilitated. This valuable quality of experiencing multiple viewpoints manifests itself in 
other ways. This brings other benefits for facilitating shared understandings of risk as 
discussed below. 
Plurality of Perspectives  
Prompting participants to experience a multiplicity of differing perspectives makes a 
situation more prone to breakdowns, as it increases self and mutual uncertainty 
concerning roles in the immediate here and now, but also considering a situation from 
many vantage points can reveal inconsistencies in how a situation is viewed. This quality 
also offers the additional benefits for facilitating shared understandings of risk provoking 
mutual engagement and new insights in a manner that supports facilitating shared 
understandings of risk.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A tangible mapping activity provides at least one, and often many different vantage points 
on organisational landscapes. The value of this multiplicity of viewpoints is echoed by how 
participants seemingly most comfortable and most adept at manipulating the Blender were 
those who spent some time observing the interactions of others with and through the 
sculpture, as well as experimenting themselves. The cyranoids also draw value from 
affording a combination of inside-outside views of a different sort, through a very literal 
exchange of vantage points enabled by the cyranoids audiovisual equipment.   
The impossibility of a single participant independently gaining a complete picture of what 
is happening is also valuable for building mutual engagement between participants - a 
quality characterised by Wenger as drawing upon both "what we know, what we do, as 
well as our ability to connect meaningfully to what we don't know and don't do... the 
contributions and knowledge of others"  (Wenger, 1998:76). 
 
Even activities such as ‘Pinball’, that seemingly provided a common ‘helicopter view’ to all 
participants, can also provoke mutual engagement directly concerning different 
perspectives of that tangible tool kit's “behaviour”. Complex rapid movement such as 
ricocheting marbles, participants – without prompting – exchange their incomplete 
observations concerning the effects of particular obstacles on the routes of the balls.  
 
The tangible tool kits can be seen not only as enabling a helicopter view, but in their 
general ease of making adjustments to representations of business landscapes might be 
considered more properly as affording a ‘god's eye’ view. The value of experiencing such 
a combination of diverse viewpoints and making activities has been strongly argued in 
educational theory: 
perspective-taking and object construction go hand in hand. The ability to decenter, 
by taking on another person's view coexists with the construction of a "god's eye 
view". It is the dance between the two that spurs growth.  Playing other and 
playing god are equally useful to deepen our own connection with the 
world.(Ackermann, 1996:30)   
Experiencing multiple positions within a shared encounter can offer a means to support 
emergent understandings of almost any facilitation related setting. As Klein said of 
transdisciplinary working: "shared meanings, diagnoses, and objectives emerge where 
individual interests and views are seen in different perspectives" (Klein 2004:251). 
Combining these sorts of experience appear particularly relevant in connection to the topic 
of risk as they help foster shared understandings of different facets of the phenomenon.  
For instance, experiencing different first person perspectives can help bring an insight into 
how an interlocutor may perceive how they might be harmed by a particular course of 
action. Whereas more detached helicopter-like views help with generating insights on the 
chances of an undesirable outcome.  
Risk and Rank 
The value of fostering personal and interpersonal ‘growth’ through an experientially-
orientated and perspective-swapping approach to risk facilitation can be further argued 
through referring to how Hansson makes a distinction between the risks of a military 
campaign as viewed by a general, safe in their headquarters and that of a soldier on the 
front line. A general might have good intelligence that a venture is not risky in terms of 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
probable number of personnel killed to achieve an objective. However, this venture can 
still be high risk from the perspective of individual soldiers directly involved, in the line of 
fire (Hansson 1996). Participatory Innovation can be seen as an attempt to usefully bring 
together the perspectives from various  ‘front lines’, whether of use or design, with more 
strategic perspectives (Buur & Matthews 2008). Risk is a factor at all of these levels, and 
in connecting or relating between levels. Complex collaborative experiences in workshops 
offer a route to build understandings of such different levels, but more importantly enable 
movement between them. 
  
Looking to Hansson's military metaphor is particularly apt when considered in light of an 
analysis of how innovation workshop participants narrate tangible representations of their 
business landscapes. In (Heinemann et al. 2014) we showed how, despite offering a wide 
variety of material, and irrespective of which tool kits were deployed, the overwhelming 
metaphors that arose from the examined sessions were those concerned with domination 
and physical power. This finding initially disappointed us as workshop organisers, as it 
appears that these table-top tool kits of static materials led to much more predictable 
results than we had hitherto realised or intended.    
 
Bringing people together for novel embodied experiences, however, appears to increase 
uncertainties, both individually and collectively, as there are so many more possible 
actions for people to take. This is therefore highly appropriate for facilitating shared 
understandings in relation to the uncertain topic of risk.  
Conclusion 
This paper has explained the need for design and innovation workshop organisers to 
more explicitly address, and in a sense, exploit the phenomena of risk.  Presenting 
experimentation in Interactive Arts alongside that of Participatory Design and Participatory 
Innovation reveals the central role that breakdowns can play in facilitating shared 
understandings of risk.  The breakdown qualities of enabling co-created experiences and 
provoking a plurality of perspectives were identified as particularly appropriate for this 
need.  
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